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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 15-19, 21-23, 29-31 & 34-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Lanzani (US patent 5,471,709) in view of Mansfeld (GB 
708,367). 

3. Regarding claim 15, Lanzani discloses a housing for a household appliance, 
comprising a body (4) and at least one door (6 & 7), which is connected to the body in a 
manner that enables it to swivel due to the provision of at least one first and one second 
multiple-articulation hinge (1 located at the top and bottom of door), wherein the door is 
supported on an upper supporting surface (5b of the top hinge) of the first multiple- 
articulation hinge and a lower supporting surface (5b of the bottom hinge) of the second 
multiple-articulation hinge. Lanzani does not disclose a shim inserted between the door 
and at least one of the supporting surfaces. Mansfeld teaches at least one shim 
inserted (1 1 ) between a door (7) and a supporting surface (3). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the hinges 
of Lanzani to include a shim between the supporting surface of the hinge and the door 
as taught by Mansfeld, since it would have allowed for vertical adjustment of the door. 
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4. Regarding claim 16, Lanzani, as modified by Mansfeld, does not teach a plurality 
of shims between the supporting surfaces and the door. Mansfeld further teaches a 
plurality of shims (1 1 in Fig. 5) inserted between the supporting surfaces and the door 
(Fig. 5). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the hinges of Lanzani to include a plurality of shims between the 
supporting surfaces and the door as taught by Mansfeld, since it would have allowed for 
vertical adjustment of the door. 

5. Regarding claim 17, Lanzani, as modified by Mansfeld, teaches a housing 
wherein the supporting surfaces are arranged on a support element (5) which is 
disposed on a hinge arm (10) of the first and second multiple-articulation hinges which 
is coupled to the door (Fig. 2). 

6. Regarding claim 18, Lanzani, as modified by Mansfeld, does not teach a housing 
wherein the shims have a rectangular basic outline and are made of plastic injection 
molding. It would have been an obvious manner of design choice to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the shims of Lanzani, previously 
modified by Mansfeld, into the shape of a rectangle to match the shape of the support 
element (5), since it would have hidden the shim between the door and the support 
element. It would have been an obvious matter of material selection to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to make the shims of a plastic injection 
molding, since it would have lowered cost and weight. 

7. Regarding claim 19, Lanzani, as modified by Mansfeld, teaches a housing 
wherein a heat-insulating body of the door (6) is arranged between the supporting 
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surfaces of the multiple-articulation hinge (Fig. 2) and the multiple-articulation hinges 
are concealed behind edge sections of the door (7 in Fig. 3) projecting over the body 
(Fig. 3). 

8. Regarding claim 21 , Lanzani, as modified by Mansfeld, discloses a housing 
wherein the supporting surface is connected to the door by means of at least one screw 
(21c) on at least one of the multiple-articulation hinges (Fig. 3). 

9. Regarding claim 22, Lanzani, as modified by Mansfeld, teaches a housing 
wherein the screw extends through an oblong hole (21b) of the supporting surface (Fig. 
3). 

10. Regarding claim 23, Lanzani, as modified, teaches a housing wherein the oblong 
hole is aligned parallel to the door (Fig. 3 shows 21 b is parallel to the front face of the 
door). 

1 1 . Regarding claim 29, Lanzani discloses a refrigerator comprising: a housing 
including a body (4) and a door (6 & 7); first and second multiple-articulation hinges (1 
located at the top and bottom of door) coupling the door to the body in a manner that 
enables the door to swivel, wherein the door is supported with an upper supporting 
surface (5b of the top hinge) of the first multiple-articulation hinge and a lower 
supporting surface (5b of the bottom hinge) of the second multiple-articulation hinge. 
Lanzani does not disclose at least one shim removably inserted between the door and 
one of the supporting surfaces. Mansfeld teaches at least one shim (1 1 ) removably 
inserted between a door (7) and a supporting surface (3). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the hinges of 
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Lanzani to include a shim between the supporting surface of the hinge and the door as 
taught by IVIansfeld, since it would have allowed for vertical adjustment of the door with 
respect to the body. 

12. Regarding claim 30, Lanzani, as modified by Mansfeld, does not discloses a 
refrigerator further comprising a plurality of shims removably inserted between the 
supporting surfaces and the door, the position of the door with respect to the body being 
adjustable in a vertical direction in response to the number of shims disposed between 
the supporting surfaces and the door. Mansfeld further teaches a plurality of shims (1 1 
in Fig. 5) removably inserted between a supporting surfaces (3) and a door (7), the 
position of the door with respect to a body (4) being adjustable in a vertical direction in 
response to the number of shims disposed between the supporting surfaces and the 
door (Col. 3: lines 44-57). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to modify the refrigerator of Lanzani, previously modified by 
Mansfeld, to include a plurality of shims between the supporting surfaces of the door to 
adjust the position of the door with respect to the body as taught by Mansfeld, since it 
would have allowed the door to align with the body. 

13. Regarding claim 31 , Lanzani, as modified by Mansfeld, discloses a refrigerator 
comprising a mounting bracket (16) coupled between the first multiple-articulation hinge 
and the door (Fig. 2) and permitting the door to be adjusted in a horizontal direction with 
respect to the body (the abstract reads the second support member also includes 
adjustment structure (16) enabling adjustment of the horizontal... position of the panel 
(7) relative to the door (6). Since the examiner is considering the door to comprise of 
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the door 6 and its front panel 7 to door is obviously adjusting its horizontal position 
relative to the body). 

14. Regarding claim 34, Lanzani, as modified by Mansfeld, does not disclose the 
shim inserted between the door and the supporting surface to cause the door to be 
adjusted in a vertical direction with respect to the body. Mansfeld further teaches the 
shims (1 1 ) inserted between the door (7) and the supporting surface (3) to cause the 
door to be adjusted in a vertical direction with respect to a body (4) (Col. 3: lines 44-57). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify the housing of Lanzani, previously modified by Mansfeld, to include a shim 
between the door and the supporting surfaces as taught by Mansfeld, since it would 
have allowed the door to be adjusted vertically relative to the body. 

15. Regarding claim 35, Lanzani discloses a hosing for a cabinet-like household 
appliance, comprising: a body (4); at least one door (6 & 7) coupled to the body in a 
manner that enables the at least one door to swivel with respect to the body, the at least 
one door being vertically adjustable with respect to the body (the abstract reads the 
second support member also includes adjustment structure enabling adjustment of the 
... vertical position of the panel (7) relative to the door (6). Since the examiner is 
considering the door to comprise the door 6 and its front panel 7 to door is obviously 
vertically adjusting relative to the body); at least one first multiple-articulation hinge (1 at 
the bottom of the body), wherein a lower end of the door is supported on an upper 
supporting surface (5b of the bottom hinge) of the first multiple-articulation hinge; at 
least one second multiple-articulation hinge (1 at the top of the body), wherein an upper 
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end of the door is supported by a lower supporting surface (5b of the top hinge) of the 
second multiple-articulation hinge. Lanzani does not disclose at least one shim 
between the lower end of the door and the upper supporting surface of the first multiple- 
articulation hinge, and the upper end of the door and the lower supporting surface of the 
second multiple-articulation hinge, the at least one shim vertically adjusting a position of 
the door with respect to the body. Mansfeld teaches at least one shim (1 1 ) between the 
lower end of a door (7) and the upper supporting surface (1 a) of a hinge (1 ), the at least 
one shim vertically adjusting a position of the door with respect to the body (Col. 3: lines 
44-57). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the housing of Lanzani to include at least one shim between the 
upper and lower ends of the door and the supporting surface of the multiple articulation 
hinges to adjust the vertical position of the door as taught by Mansfeld, since it would 
have allowed the door to align with the body. 

16. Regarding claim 36, Lanzani, as modified by Mansfeld, does not teach a housing 
wherein the at least one shim includes a plurality of shims, wherein at least one first 
shim of the plurality of shims is between the lower end of the door and the upper 
supporting surface of the first multiple-articulation hinge, and wherein at least one 
second shim of the plurality of shims is between the upper end of the door and the lower 
supporting surface of the second multiple-articulation hinge. Mansfeld further teaches a 
plurality of shims (1 1 in Fig. 5) between the lower end of a door (7) and an upper 
supporting surface (1 a) of a hinge (1 ) (Fig. 5). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the housing of Lanzani, 
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previously modified by IVIansfeld, to include a plurality of shims between the lower end 
of the door and the upper supporting surface of the first multiple-articulation hinge as 
taught by Mansfeld, since it would have adjusted the vertical position of the door. It also 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
include shims between the upper end of the door and the lower supporting surface of 
the second multiple-articulation hinge since it is merely duplicating the hinge from the 
bottom end of the door. 

17. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lanzani 
in view of Mansfeld and further in view of Richardson et al. (US patent 5,1 13,628). 

18. Lanzani, as modified by Mansfeld, does not teach a glass door. Richardson et al. 
teaches a housing wherein an outer wall of the door is formed by a glass pane (Col 2: 
46). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the door of Lanzani, previously modified by Mansfeld, to include a 
glass pane as taught by Richardson et al., since it would have allowed the user to see 
inside the housing. 

1 9. Claims 37-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lanzani in view of Mansfeld and further in view of Morgan, Jr. (US patent 3,555,733). 

20. Regarding claim 37, Lanzani, as modified by Mansfeld, does not teach a housing 
wherein the plurality of shims includes a predetermined total number of shims between 
the lower end of the door and the upper supporting surface of the first multiple- 
articulation hinge, and the upper end of the door and the lower supporting surface of the 
second multiple-articulation hinge. Morgan, Jr. teaches a predetermined total number of 
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shims (28 & 29) between left and right support surfaces of a hinge (Fig. 3) (Col. 2: lines 
51-55). While this teaches horizontal adjustment it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the housing of Lanzani, 
previously modified by Mansfeld, wherein the plurality of shims includes a 
predetermined total number of shims between the lower end of the door and the upper 
supporting surface of the first multiple-articulation hinge, and the upper end of the door 
and the lower supporting surface of the second multiple-articulation hinge as taught by 
Hogan, Jr., since it would have allowed the position of the door to be set relative to the 
body. 

21 . Regarding claim 38, Lanzani, as modified by Mansfeld and Morgan, Jr., does not 
teach a housing wherein a number of the at least one first shim of the plurality of shims 
is different than a number of the at least one second shim of the plurality of shims. 
Morgan, Jr. further teaches a number of the at least one first shim (28) is different than a 
number of the at least one second shim (29) (Col. 2: lines 51-55). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the 
housing of Lanzani, previously modified by Mansfeld and Morgan, Jr., wherein a number 
of the at least one first shim of the plurality of shims is different than a number of the at 
least one second shim of the plurality of shims as taught by Morgan, Jr., since It would 
have allowed the vertical position of the door to be adjusted. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

22. Claims 24-28 & 32-33 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of 
the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

23. Applicant's arguments filed 10/14/09 with regards to the rejection under 35 
U.S.C. 103 of claims 15-19, 21-23 & 29-31 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

24. Regarding the argument that Lanzani has nothing to do with adjusting the door 
with respect to the body of the refrigerator. Since the door consists of panels (6 & 7) an 
adjustment made to either panel will affect the position of the door relative to the body, 
therefore when an adjustment is made to panel (7), the position of the door is changing 

relative to the body. 

25. Regarding the argument that one of ordinary skill in the art would not have been 
motivated to modify Lanzani in view of Mansfeld, the argument is not persuasive. 
Adding a different means for vertically adjusting the door would have allowed for the 
door to be installed at approximately the desired height using the shims of Mansfeld and 
then the door could have been precisely adjusted without having to remove the door 
from the hinges. 

26. Regarding the argument that inserting shims between the door and the hinge 
would adjust the door in a horizontal direction, the examiner disagrees. Inserting a 
plurality of shims between the supporting surfaces of the upper and lower hinges (as 
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indicated in the rejection of claim 15 above) and the door would provide for a change in 
the vertical position of the door relative to the body. The horizontal adjustment as 
pointed out by the applicant would be made if the plurality of shims were inserted 
between the door and the front panel. 

27. Regarding the argument the office fails to explain how a plurality of shims could 
be inserted between the supporting surfaces of the hinges and the door to adjust the 
door in a vertical direction are not persuasive. Additionally, the figure below points out 
where the shim would be inserted between supporting surfaces of the hinges and the 
door to provide for vertical adjustability. 




28. Regarding the argument that it would not be obvious to modify Lanzani in view of 
Mansfeld by the Hogan, Jr. reference, it is not persuasive. See the rejection of claims 
37& 38. 



Conclusion 
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29. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DAN ROHRHOFF whose telephone number is 
(571)270-7624. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Allen Shriver can be reached on 571-272-6698. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



ID. R./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3637 
12/9/09 



/Janet M. Wilkens/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3637 



